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Abstracst

Based on 3arker's Manning theory, +the Ybehavioral and
attitudihal consequences of participation in undermanned
settings were examined among university faculty. Faculty
from +the <four smallsest (undermanned) and four largest
Liberal Arvs departments at a small.college were surveyed
regarding their academic activities and attitudes towards
peers. Responses were scored -along ten indicgs
reflecting undermanning of<fects. Significant differences
dep

oetween large and small artments in the predicted

-~

direction were found on shrze measures; scores on four

O the remaining seven were in the anticipated direction.

£

The strongest undermanning effects wers Found on indices

ct

reflescting time and energy commitments to the setting and
concerns about its viability; 1little evidence was Tound
Lor attitudinal effects. The findings are discussed in
light of the specific nistory of the institution studisd
as well as in regard to prevailing academic norms which

encourage iudividual sciolarly activity over collective

wNOTrX.
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Undermannning and Faculty Behavior: An Exploratory Study%d

Ecology refers to the study of relationships of
organisms %o their larger environments. ZEarly studies in
ecclogy focused on investigations o sub-numan species,
out recently many social scientists have begun to adapt
an ecoLiogical perspective in examining man's adapfation
to nis\environment, 2.g., Barker, 1968; Catalano, 1979.
This study attempts %o expand this knowledge base Dby
providing an ecological znalysis of the impact of certain

academic settings on the behavior of faculty members.

Building on the work of Barker and his colleagues
(Barker, 1968, Barker % Gump, 1964), this study was an

gxploratory study of +the ©behavioral cunsequences of

participation in undermanned (small) academic departments

versus overmanned (large) academic denartments. The next
section will introduce +the concept of behavior setting
and i%s relatvionship to manning theory, as well as give a
selsc%ive review %he per%tinent li%erature on und ermanning

Ao -
2II2CT3.

an ecological

[}

Roger Barker, long a propon=nt% o
point oI visw, proposed <that environment and vehavior
Should ©e descrived and measured indevendantly in order
To undérstand the nasure of the rslatonship wetween ihem.
Zo this end, Barker [1363) defined the "behavior setting"

N3

as 7he Dasic environmental unit. While Barker (1963) has

4
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developed an extensive methodology <fo. defining and
surveying - Toehavior settings, a more intuitive
understanding of this term can be garnered from the
following example given by Barker himself when he
delivered the Xurt Lewin Memorial Address in 1963 in

Phnilad elpnia.

It is not often that a lecturer can present
to his audience an example of uis phenomena,
whole and functioning in situ-—not merely with a
demonstration; a description, a preserved
specimen, a picture, or diagram of it. I am in
the fortunate position of Ybveing abls to give

you, sSo to speak, a real behavior setting.

If you will change your atvtention Ifrom me
To. the next most inclusive, bounded unit, to the
asser.bly of people, Dvehavior episodes, and
objects before you, you will see a behavior
setting. It has the following structural

astridutes which you can observe directly:

1. L% nas a space-time locus: 3:00-3:50
D.M., September 2, 1963. Clover Room,

Bellevue-Stratford Hotvel, Philadelphia, Pa.

2. I% is composed of a variety of in%erior
ansities, and 2vents; of people, objects

{chairs, walls, 2 microphone, paper), and other

5]
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processes - (air circulatiocy, sound

amplification).

3. Its widely different components form a
oounded pattern that is easily discriminated

from the pattern on the outside of the boundary.

4. Its component parts are obviously not a
random arrahgement of independenﬁ classes of
antities; if they were, how surprising, thaf
all +the chairs are in the same pesition with
respect to the podium, that all members of the
audience nappen to come to rest upon chairs, and
that the 1lights are not helter-skelter from

floor to ceiling, for example.

5. The entity before you is part of a

nesting structure; its components (e.g., the
chairs and people) have parts, and the setting,
itself, is contained within a more comprehensive

unit, the Bellsvue-3Strasford Hotel.

ct

€. This uni
that it exists independently of anyone's

perception of it, qua unit. (p. 26)

1s objective in +the sense

Jne Turther characteristic of ©behavior settings

snould be noted: they have one or more Standing patterns

oT

oehavior. These refar not +to -the idiosyner

benavior of particular ‘individuals, bdut %0 the

6
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consistent tbehaviors one is likely to observe in a Ziven
. n .

Setting regardless of the particular individuals present,

.g8., lecturing and note-taking in a classroom or praying

in a church service.

Barker asserted that Dbehavior settings .must be
supported by member participation if the Settings are to
continue to eﬁist. If the numbervof people available +to
perform the essential setting functions is small, and
thére is a desire to méintain the setting, people ma&’
experience considerable "press" from the environment to
participate in the setting. To illustrate, staffing a
five" member committee vpermits considerable cnoice of
involvemeﬂt to members of a 30 member academic
department, but 23 the department size approacnes five,

the pressur

(0]

on 1individual faculty to participate

increases if the committee is %o continue to exist.

The concept ofﬁundermanning was introduced by 3Barker
(1960) in connection wi<h a cross-cultural study of the
behavior settings of two smali towné, one 1in Xansas
("Midwes%"), +the other in England {"Yoredale"). Barker
discovered that the smallar {ansas town actually nad 1.2
times as ﬁany benhavior settings as its ZEnglish
counterpart. Given %he population available to staff the
existihg settiqgs, Barker descrived Midwest | as
"and ermanned" relative to Yoredale. He found that the

inhabitants ©of Midwest varticipated more often in a

AR
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greater number of settings, and held more vositions of

responsioility in them.

The notion of undermanning and its consequences has:
beeﬁ the subject of considerable study by Barker and his
coXleagues. Barker and Gump (1964). commared large and
small high schools and found that small schools tended to

*have a disproportionately greater number of ‘activities
(vehavior settiﬁgs) per student. Thus, the smail schools .
were "undermanned" relative to the larger one since each
small school student needed to participate in a greater
numﬁér oL settings if‘they were %o be maintained. Barker

wnoted several behavioral and psychological consequences

for students at the small‘schools: They participated 'in
a wider range %of settings. and were more likely to be
involved as actors rather than spectators than were their
large schcol counterpafts. Moreover, when asked about
their sources of satiéfaotion id the school setting,

students reported  satisfactions stemming from the

develooment of competence cooperation with f2llow
- oy 7

~

stud=nts and the meeting of cnallenges. In contrast,
students from large schools rsported wmore satisfactions
of a vicarious nature.

~

In ,arother study of students, ¥illams (1967)
axamined students'’ sense 0of obligation %o school
activities as related to school size and marginality of

the student. de Jefined 'sense of obligation" as the

o ! 8

>

R R
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ﬁérsonél fseling of "I ought to . . . or I must . :
v " with ©pPeference to attending, 2participating in or
nelping wWwith a group activity.- The number of students
available per activity, a‘close’correlate of schoolxsize,
nad no markéd.effect uﬁon regular'students. ‘The picture
was 'quigg, different for marginal students, selacted for
rélatively Door suitabili%y for school and 1its 5>affairs.
in the small schopls, where there.weré'relatively few
students available Tfor activities, the marginal students
reported a sense of obligation that was similar in

[

magnitude to their fegular Schoolmates. In large
schools, the mzrginal students were a group apart from
the regular students and reported iittle, if any, 3ense
of obligation.  Willems also found that students in small
scnools experienced consideraply more press from the

environment tO0 participate in school activites than did

studentvs at large schools.

4
K

Baird (1969) replicated Barker and“ Cump's 1964
Zindings with collsge students. ~ The extracurricular
 fcollegé activites of students from small and’ large aigh
schools wer= s%udied. Whilé. no diffefenqes in +%he ’
college activitvies of students from smakl and large high
schools were found, college size per se had an impact on
involvemen<%. - Students from small colleges nad higher
degrees of oparticipation than did students frémriéfgé£7‘

colleges. Baird interpreted these findings as indicating

that students’ participation 13 strongly influenced oy ;

39 .
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their immediate situation, @ssentially supporting the
undermanning'hypothesis.

r

In yet another replication of the smaii school
phenomena, Wicker (1968) demonstrated that small school
3students entered a much wider range. of school éettings
and ehgagad in aore perférmances, a3 measurad by tae
aumber of positions of responsibility in the setting,
than did stude;ts from lafge schools.

Wicger»has also sgtudied wundermanning 2ffects in
other 3settings. For example,. in 2 3tudy of small aﬂd
large churches, Wickéf (1969) found that sﬁpport of
church activities was much greater in small churches and
that mgmberé ‘of“ small churches participated in more
differens acfzvities, had more positions of lesadership,

spent more time in the activites, attended church more -

orten, and contributed more money than did members of

<

large churches.

- In one of +the faw experihental tests of thé
undermanning nypothesis, Perkins (1982) varied individual
differences (competence level) and task S3tructure
(additive v ersus qonjuncﬁivé) under two levels of mannhing .
(adequate or undermanned). His results provided mixed

support for manning theory: subjects in ‘the undermanned

conditions worked harder, held more different positions,

- performed more difficult and more- important jobs, yet,

they did not +tend to view their cohorts in more

10 o
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task-oriented ways. Perkins' fiﬁdihgs‘suggest that some

of the generalizations about undermanning effects aight

be unwarranted and that certain individual and task
factors might §verride Setting influences.

i - &

The present study explored the impact of maﬁning
lavels qn‘<facﬁlty ‘beﬁavior at a -small college. Unlike
;Egg/ogéaﬁants’ of other -field settings where manning
levels nave ©Ddeen studied such as high scﬂoois (Barker %
qump, 1964) or™churches (Wicker, 1969), onex can argue

~that Tfaculty members have been more rigorously socialized

'}egarding the importance of individual versus, group
pfoductivity.yr Academic nonor (as well as promotions and
tenure!) is given principally .to , Those who manirfest
outsﬁanding individual achievement; | axcellence in
comﬁ;ttee WOork is less_oftén rewarded. -'Indeed, observers
of ﬁhe academic scene, 2.g., Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker Z
Rileyzﬁ(1978), ﬁrown' {1982), have notad academia's
’"anarchistic" qualities in which faculty act like
indepen&ent santrepeneders  and efforts  to develop
ofganizational concensus ars oftsn doomed to failure.
Since undermanning =ffscts are concerned with group
rather than individual endeavors (see Greenberg, 1979),
ap?lying thiéi Sheoretical Iramework o an academic
Setting was viewed as a goodftééf of the strength of the

model.

11
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For college faculty, the notion of undermanning is

. . . “. : . .
most relevant for academic devartments rasher than total

college size. Both large and'smalildepartments send  to
=Y oo ShaLL k

lave about equal ' number of committees; therefore, in

[

.'small departments, each faculty member nay be ‘requiced to

AY

serve on several committees if the committees ares o
function, and if fhe department is to ve duly represented

on  college-wide committees. Similarly, since most

”gepartments require their undergraduate majors %o take

about 36 semester hours ‘of course work in the area,
Taculty in ‘smaller departments may :teacn a Zreater

diversity of caqurses. These departmental differences ;F

[N

environmeatal demands should lead %0 Yvehavioral and

bl

pSychological consequences Similar to those Tound

previously among nigh Scinool and college students.

MZTHODQLOGY

.
'

dicker and Xirmeyer (1976) have listed a number 6f;

generalized consequences for occupants oI und ermanned

. )
settings (see Table 1). Rach of these donsequenqes was
"translased" into a behaviora. dndex abprbp;;ate ior the
institution being stud;ed, Faculty from large and Small
gcademic departments were thaen surveyed in term of these

neasures.

——— o o — — — — -~ -

.

Insert Table 1 about aere
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Subjects for this study were 85 rfull-time Taculty
mempers from the four largest and four smallest Liberal
Arts departmernts at Central Connecticut State Collegeg
Selection of the eight departments began with an
examination of the archivél records for the academic ysar
1979-1980 <fLor all departments within the Liberal Arts
college. The Four langést departments wére: Znglish
(32), Eistory (23), Applied Math (20) 2nd Biology {(18)
and four smallest were: Speech (8), Philosdphy (6),
Political Scisnce (5) and Geography (5). It was assumed
that jsmail departments ;ould represent undermanned
situations relati&e to the large departments since
commitﬁee.and teaching démands (largely specified by AAUP
contract) are  equivalesnt in Dboth large and small
departments. However, ah{ actual survey of behavior

settings was not done.

A questionnaire was mailed in Marén 1982 50 all
Full-time Taculty members of the eight devartments (118
total). Within a three week period, 85 faculty (72%)

spondead. Tadbls 2 presents the sizs and response rates

[}

r
of the eight departments.

e S AR ST el D D WD D YD D D i S S D i A . D P D YD TS D D oS Poel T iy iy PO

Insert Table 2 about here

13
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The questionnaire, based on Dillman's (1978) tot

design method, <focused on faculty activitiss from Fall
1979 to Spring 1982. Faculty were asked zbout the kinds
of a2academic activities with which they were involved (in
addition %o teacning), =2.g., committee work, research
activities, as well as their 1interpersonal relations
4itnin the department, their overall job satisfaction and
certain Dpackground information. Questions were designed
to provide quantitative data on the 10 indices listed in

Table 1.
Results

Table 3 presents group means and t-test comparisons
on. the +ten indices for larze and small depariments.
Three comparisons were significant (p<.05), +wo as
predicted—-féculty in smaller departments reported fewer
sick days and more anxiety apout declining
enrollments--and one in the opposite direction--a higher
proportion of "Ph.D‘s in +the smaller departments. A
fourta comparison approached significance (p<.10) in the
expected direction: wmembers of small departqents 'sefved
on more committees , than their large department
colleagues. Four of theisix remaining comparisons were

d

in the anticipatad irection but not significant; the

two discrepanf i1tems dealt with verceptions of peers,
i.=2., small department faculty did not see their
colleagues in more task-oriznted ways, nor were they leass

‘ 14
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sensitive %o individual diffsrences.

Insert Table 3 about here

Discussion

The results cf this exploratory study provide fair
support for Barker's manning theory. The general pattern
oL results were in the predicted direction (with several

exceptions ‘discussed below), although the magnitude of

=

-
)

e 2ffects were not very larg2. The stronges:t evider

(@]
(&)

undermanning 2ffscts was found on indices réflecting
time and esnergy commitments to the setting and concerns
anout i%s maintenance; perceptions of colleagueé did not
appear to be affected. These outcomes are generally
consistent with those of Perkins (1982) whc found the
strdngest undermanning =ffects on wmeasures of Ybehavior
and now in subjects' reports of interpersonal

perceptions.

The one significanﬁ-‘wayward finding, tggr h;gher
proporfion oF Ph.D's in small departments, may represens
an artifact "of the parficular institution studied. When
the <collsge originated,f.its principal task was teacher
education, and a large proportion of +the <faculsy was
nired with Maéter's degreés, a tradition that continued

for many years. Within the last two decades, however,

the character and size of the school have ehanged, as

. - - 15
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well as the composition of <the faculty. Due to a
sustantial increase in school size and greater emphasis
on scholarly activities, as well és the dynamics of +the
academic marketplace, most newer ZIaculty members nave
oegen nired at the PhD. 1lesvel. The small departments in
this study cousist of newer faculty who were hired under
more competi“tive conditions. Paculty of the large
departments‘ studied hnave been at Central for a mean of
15.6 years, versus 10.4 years for faculty in the small

>

departments (t(116)=4.59, p<.0005).

A secona dynamic affscting, in a more general way,
these findings 1s the academic <culturs and the noras
governing faculty benavior. Brown (1982) states that "In
academia, verformance - -is seen to De ind%pendént,
acriptive and nolistic" (p. 10). Academic institutions
g2snerally lack the high level of interdependence and
coordinated division of labor that characterize most work
orzanizations. An academician's obligation is to ais/ner
discipline and students, not to strong rfaculty group
goals. ndeed, Wéisbord {1975) nas attridbutad _ the
failure of organizavion development activitiss in medical
settings larg=sly tvto the lack oI iden%ification by
professionals such as doctors and nurses, %o their
specific wunit out rather to tneir specific discipline.
Consequently, the academic may fz2el 1less pressure from

i;

o

others 1in environment to "support" <the setting.

%

Greenberg (1982) noted that, according to Wicker, unitary

16
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Sasks cannot de considered as affecting the manning of a
Oenavior setting. Academics work independsently on the
majority of +their tasks. Thus Zaculty may put little
emphasis on group tasks, such as committee activity,

Since they view this activity a3 less "relsvant" to their

professional endeavors. Faculty, in contrast to
Students, nave probably been more stringently socialized
in distinguishing between - professional and

"sx{ra-curricular” activities.

Overall, +the results provide support for some
aspects of wmanning theory. The data are generally
consistent with the behavioral predictions; faculty in
small departments seem more "committed" to <heir setting,.
Wwitn Fewer °sick dgys, more éoncerns about énrollment, and
more éommittee wofk.h There was no evidence, however,.
that small department faculty perceived %heir colleagues

in she ways predicted by the theory.

Given the ékploratory nature of the study with 1its
limited sample, as well as the structural and cultural
forces or academia which would seem to ﬁicigate against
strong manning =ffacts, the present findings may bYe taken
as a <drioute to the robustness of the . Dbehavioral

o

manifestations of manning theory. Further research is
needed to determine the applicability of manning theory -
TO0 other organizations where professional noras may

vitiate the impact of environmental pressures.

Q : . 7
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Footnotes

J‘1‘his paper 1s ©Dbased upon a Master's thesis

completaed oy the second author.

aAll correspondence should be addressed to Marc B.
Goldstein, Department of Psychology, Central CT State

University, New Britain, CT»O6117.

KSince the date of data collection, the name of the
school has been changed from Central CT State College to

Central CT Stats University.



jqble 1

Consequences of Participation in Undermanned Settings

1

Consequence

Behavioral Index

Greater effort to support the setting and its

function, either by "harder" work or by spend1ng '

Tonger hours.

Participation in a greater diversity of tasks
and roles.

Irvolvement in more difficult and more
important tasks.

More responsibility in the sense that the setting
and what others gain from it depend on each
individual occupant.

Viewing oneself and others in terms of task-
related characteristics rather than in terms
of social-emotional characteristics.

Greater functional importance of individuals.

Less sensitivity to and less evaluation of
differences between people.

Setting of lower standards and fewer tests
for admission into the setting.

A lower level of maximal or best performance.

Greater insecurity about the maintenance of
the setting.

Spend more time on campus.

Serve on more committees.

Serve in more leadership roles, i.e.,
chair more committees.

Better attenlance; fewer sick days.

n

More team efforts to resolve degartmental
conflicts; greater focus on content rather
than personal values.

Greater feelings of accomplishment; more
job satisfaction.

Less sensit1v1ty to differences of opinion
among peers, greater respect and recognition
of peers' contributions. .

Faculty would.be generalists rather than
than specialists; fewer Ph.D.'s.

Less research productivity.

More anxiety about declining enrollments.

pted from Wicker and Kirmeyer (1976)

22 -
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Table 2

Response Rate from Lalge and Small Departments

Number of Number of Percent

Department faculty respondents returned
Overmanned

" ‘English 32 20 63%
History | . 23 19 83%
Applied-Math 20 12 67%
Biology 18 | 13 72%
Undermarned
Speech ’ . 8 7 | 87%
éhilosophy : : 6 5 83%
Politi;al‘Science . 6 5 : 83%
Geography " 3 3 80%

a)
Eo N




Table 3
fleans and t-value Comparisons on Behavioral Indices for

Small and Large Departments

Behavioral ;ndex Sma1f<Debt. Largé<Dept. t-value Prob.
Spend more time on campus. 14.5 . 9.7 -1.29 n.s.
Serve on more commitﬁeesl 5.13 4.02 -1.91 <. 10
Chair more committeesi J.66 0.58 | -0.28 n.s.
Fewer sick days 3.00 7.60 2.1%5 . <.Q1**
See peers in more task-

oriented way!l 3.27 3.61 0.32 n.s.
Higher job Satisfaction l:}3 1.65 -0.37 n.s.
Less sénsitive to diff- '

erences among peersl 5.73 6.35 -1.10 n.s.
Fewer Ph.D.'s 3.00 2.70" -4.27  <.01%*
Less reseakch.productivity 6.17 6.36 0.37 | n.s.
More anxiety about ’

dec]ining enrollments 2.60 2:06. -2.12 <.05*

lMeans reflect composite scores of several questions addressing this issue.



